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ABSTRACT

LINEBACKER I1: ACHIEVING STRATEGIC SURPRISE
by Lieutenant Commander Gregory S. Clark, 21 pages

This paper examines the Linebacker |1 campaign conducted at the end of the Vietnam War. During an eleven-day period
between 18 and 29 December, 1972, strategic airpower was used to coerce the North Viethamese Government back to
negotiations aimed at ending the war. Tailored rules of engagement and a clear objective equated to mission success and a
clearly defined end state. President Nixon stated his political objective and military power provided the means to achieve his
goal. Theair campaign stands as a successful example of the proper use of military means to obtain a political end.

The campaign is also a classic study of achieving strategic level surprise as defined by the principles of war. Clausewitz
contends that surprise is more readily attainable at the tactical level of war. Linebacker 11 is noteworthy for achieving surprise
at the highest echelon of war despite clear indications to the enemy that attack wasimminent. It was a demonstration of

President Nixon’s resolve triumphing in a clash of wills.



“The purpose of surprise is to strike at a tine or place or in a
manner for which the eneny is unprepared. Surprise can help the
commander shift the bal ance of conbat power and thus achieve success
wel | out of proportion to the effort expended.”.?!

Joint Publication 3.0 Doctrine for Joint Operations

| nt roducti on

The Paris Accords were signed on 23 January, 1973 marking the end
of ten years of United States involvenent in the VietnamWr. This was
a remar kabl e occurrence considering in md-Decenber, just six weeks
prior to ratifying this agreenent, the North Vietnanese governnent had
pul | ed out of negotiations and the peace process was hopel essly
deadl ocked. In the days follow ng the stalemte, the President of the
United States unl eashed one of the nost concentrated and effective
strategic aerial bonbing canpaigns in nodern history with the sole aim
of coercing Hanoi back into negotiations.

President N xon's decision to correctly enploy the B-52 bonber, in
concert with tactical jet aircraft, in an around- the-clock air
of fensive during the “Christmas bonbi ngs” of Decenber, 1972,
successfully broke Hanoi’s psychological will and ultimtely forced
North Vietnamto sign the peace agreenent.?

The 11 day air canpai gn, codenaned Operation “Linebacker 117,
provi des a cl assic exanple of the use of overwhelmng mlitary mght to
achi eve political ends expeditiously.?

Li nebacker |1 |everaged enornous success due to its skillful
adaptation of classically accepted principles of war coupled with the
President’s clearly defined strategic objective of conpelling the North
Vi et nanese governnent “back to the negotiating table to end the war

through fair settlenent”.?



O the nine widely accepted principles of war, the successful
attai nment of “surprise” at the strategic level nerits close
consideration due to its rare achi evenent above the tactical |evel of
war. Carl Von Clauswitz contends, “Basically surprise is a tactica
devi ce, ..Therefore in strategy, surprise becones nore feasible the
closer it occurs to the tactical realm and nore difficult, the nore it
approaches the higher levels of policy.”®

Operation Linebacker Il attained strategic surprise and “rapid
dom nance” by utilizing overwhel m ng and unrelenting force to “shock
and awe” the North Vietnanmese. The air raid was sufficiently powerful,
intimdating and frighteni ng enough to convince Hanoi of President
Ni xon’s resolve.® The result was the destruction of Hanoi’s materi al
ability and psychological will to continue the fight.’

Backgr ound

On February 21, 1970, in a tiny house outside of Paris, Henry
Ki ssi nger, National Security Advisor to President Nixon, net secretly
for the first time with Le Duc Tho, his North Vi et nanese dipl omatic
counterpart.® This clandestine neeting began a three-year marathon of
di al ogue ai med at negotiating peace between the United States and North
Vietnam The relentl ess haggling over mnute details regarding an
accept abl e cease-fire agreenent was to ultimtely test Kissinger’s
stam na and, at the sanme tinme, foster a deep admration for his
political adversary.®

On Decenber 13, 1972, two nonths after Kissinger prematurely
proclained to the world at a Wiite House press conference that “peace
is at hand”, Le Duc Tho term nated the Paris peace tal ks and abruptly

returned to Hanoi for further consultations.'® Henry Kissinger
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conpl ained of the stalling tactics, “There was no intractable,
substanti ve issue separating the two sides, but rather an apparent
North Vi et nanese determ nation not to allow the agreenent to be
conpl et ed. " !

Hanoi was stalling in the hopes that WAshi ngton would cave in to
peace at any cost due to pressures from a di senchanted popul ace in the
United States, an unhappy Sai gon governnent opposed to the proposed
tenets of the cease fire agreenent, and an angry Congress about to
reconvene in January with termnation of the unpopular war in Vietnam
as their nunmber one priority. Msinterpreting the situation, the North
had made a grave error in judging President N xon's resolve: They
cornered him N xon was never nore dangerous than when he was |eft
with no remaining options.?*?

Convi nced that Hanoi had made up its mind to continue the war, and
si mul t aneously facing i mm nent Congressional |egislation at honme to cut
funding for any further mlitary involvenment in Indochina, President
Ni xon felt conpelled to take swift and severe mlitary action. The
obj ective was to force the North Vi etnanese governnent back to the
conference table to end the war “on our terns” and achieve a “peace

with honor.”?!3

“We had only two choices,” wote Kissinger in his
menoirs, “taking a massive, shocking step to inpose our will on events
and end the war quickly, or letting matters drift into another round of
i nconcl usi ve negoti ations, prolonged warfare, bitter national

di vi si ons, and nounting casual ties.”

The Conmander in Chief chose the only weapon he had avail able to

acconplish the task. In addition to its accuracy and all weather



bonbi ng capability, the B-52 had the power to shock the m nd and
undermne the spirit.?*®
Operati on Li nebacker |

Presi dent N xon presented Hanoi with an ultimatumto return to

Paris for serious negotiations within seventy two hours “or else”.?®
Si mul t aneously, he ordered Admi ral Thonmas Morer, Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, to prepare nmassive air strikes targeting major
infrastructure in Hanoi as well as docks and shipyards in Hai phong.?’
In relaying this nmessage to Admral Morer, N xon stated, “l don’'t want
any nore of this crap about the fact that we couldn’t hit this target
or that one. This is your chance to use mlitary power effectively to
win this war, and if you don’t, 1’Il consider you personally
responsi bl e. " 18

Pl ans were already on the shelf for a “wi nter phase” of the
Li nebacker | canpaign that had ceased earlier in the fall of 1972.
Li nebacker Il was born of this plan with additions to the target |ist
and a revised, less restrictive ROE. The only real constraint was to
avoid | arge-scale civilian casualties where possible.® The plan was
originally specified as a three-day canpaign, with the possibility for
extension. The aimwas to exert maxinum pressure above the 20'"
parallel. It would wind up continuing for eleven days with a one-day
break in the nmiddle for the Christms holiday.?® Seventy-two hours
after North Vietnanis refusal to adhere to President N xon’s ultinmtum
Oper ation Li nebacker Il comenced.
Hanoi Capitul ates

On 29 Decenber, followi ng 729 B-52 nighttinme sorties and over

1,000 mai nly daylight fighter-attack sorties, Hanoi sued for inmmediate
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resunption of the peace negotiations. “For the first time in the war,
we had used our airpower in a way that influenced their will to
continue the aggression.”?' Approxi mately 20,237 tons of bonbs had
been dropped on 34 targets |located mainly in Hanoi and Hai phong. ??

Bonmbi ng accuracy was nearly surgical considering the weather was
clear for only one 12-hour period during the canpaign. Gvilian
casualties were estimted by the North Vietnanese to range between
1,300 and 1,600 dead. The collateral damage to civilians conbined with
the extrenely destructive inpact of the canpaign gave rise to
predi ctabl e outcries of atrocities and “genocide”. In reality, the
civilian death toll paled in conparison to Wrld War || canpai gns.?®

Damage to infrastructure such as railways, warehouses, power
plants and airfields was extensive. The decision to m ne Hai phong
har bor and bonb maj or bridges and roadways resulted in denying North
Vietnamthe ability to re-supply its depleted air defense system

Most inportantly, the bombing had achi eved the objective of
shocki ng Hanoi’ s | eadership. President Nixon credits the canpaign wth
fulfilling its purposes. “Mlitarily, we had shattered North Vietnanm s
war - maki ng capacity. Politically, we had shattered Hanoi's wll to

conti nue the war.”?*

One nenber of the U S. delegation to the Paris
peace tal ks stated sinply: “Prior to Linebacker 1, the North
Vi et nanese were intransigent...After Linebacker 11, they were shaken,

denoral i zed, and anxi ous to tal k about anything.”?®

Anot her anal yst,
Sir Robert Thonpson, a noted author and expert on Asian wars, stated,
“I'n ny view, on 30 Decenber 1972, after el even days of those B-52

attacks on the Hanoi area, you had won the war. It was over...They and



their whol e rear base at that point were at your nmercy. They would
have taken any terns.”?2°
U S. Cost

Li nebacker Il can be dissected into three phases correlative to
the nunber of B-52 | osses. Departing from bases in U apao Thail and and
Andersen AFB on Guam 129 bonbers attacked Hanoi in three waves
t hroughout the first night of 18 Decenber. Qperating at night woul d
| essen the threat of M Ginterceptors. The round trip to and from Guam
was over 5,500 mles nmaking these m ssions sone of the |longest raids in
history.?” A Russian fishing traw er, conveniently stationed off the
coast of Guam counted departing aircraft and relayed this information
to Hanoi .?® Air Force and Navy tactical jets provided support for the
bonmbers during the evening and conducted stri ke m ssions during the
day.

The air tactics were repeated on the second and third nights.
Ni ne bonbers had been downed by the night of 20 Decenber narking the
end of the first phase. President N xon was appalled at the | osses.
He had expected casualties, but not at this rate. He did not want the
North to be able to point at the downed bombers as proof they were
wi nni ng. 2°

Phase two continued the effort with decreased sorties and nodified
tactics garnishing decreased B-52 | oss rates. Phase three comenced
following the Christmas stand down period and conpl eted on Decenber
29'" fol | owi ng Hanoi’s proposal to resunme peace negotiations in Paris.?3°

In the end, the United States |ost 26 airplanes, including 15 B-

52's. Crewnenber | osses nunbered 92. O these, 26 were rescued, 34



becanme prisoners, 28 are listed as mssing in action and four died on
the runway at Utapao followi ng a crash |anding. 3!

Lessons | earned would point to inadequate operational |evel
pl anni ng concerning orders issued to aviators which specified flying
stereotyped i ngress and egress routes. North Vietnanese gunners were
able to accurately estimate B-52 tactics and exploit the big bonber’s
huge radar cross-section when |aunching Surface to Air Mssiles. North
Vi et namese M Gs woul d shadow t he B-52s and report headi ngs, airspeeds
and altitudes to ground controllers facilitating accurate firings.
These actions on the part of the North Vietnanese pronpted a change of
tactics for the U S. aircrews marking the beginning of phase two. In
addi ti on, nonexistent Unity of Command was singled out as a shortcom ng
to efficient utilization of airpower. A single command agency for air
resources woul d have inproved force survivability and m ssion
effectiveness. Aircrews at the tactical |evel heavily criticized non-
coordi nati on between Pacific Command, Strategic Air Command, Navy Task
Force-77 and Mlitary Advisory Command Vi et nam concerning tacti cs,
target selection, and strike package conposition.3?

Nevert hel ess, the effect of Linebacker Il on Hanoi’s ability to
resi st was crushing. Two days before the conclusion of the canpaign,
all organized eneny air defense efforts ceased, as North Vietnam had
exhausted its supply of Surface to Air Mssiles leaving the country
def ensel ess. %3
Strategic Level Surprise

Clausewitz wote of the principle of surprise as being desired as

34

nore or less “basic to all operations”. Sur prise becones the neans

to gain superiority, but because of its psychol ogical effect, it should
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al so be considered as an i ndependent elenent. Causewitz further
stated, “Whenever it is achieved on a grand scale, it confuses the
enemy and lowers his norale..”3®

How could N xon achi eve surprise with the Linebacker 11 canpaign
when the North Vietnanese were anticipating an attack? |Indicators
portending a mlitary action were easy to spot. Threats by Henry
Ki ssi nger concerning the stal emated peace process were correctly
interpreted as threats to bonb Hanoi if the tal ks did not progress.
Mass evacuations out of downtown Hanoi had begun two weeks prior to the
first bomb drop on the 18'" of Decenmber.®® President Nixon's seventy
two hour ultimatum containing the phrase “or else”, and the Russian
fishing trawl er off the coast of Guam broadcasti ng bonber departure
times were all factors agai nst achieving surprise. The North was al so
wel | aware of the pressure put on the President from both Congress and
the Anerican public to end the war. Finally, the nost obvious el enent
opposi ng surprise was the fact that the U S. had been at war with North

Vietnamfor ten years.

Joint Pub 3.0 lists additional factors contributing to surprise.

They include: speed in decision making, information sharing, and force
novenent; effective intelligence; deception; application of unexpected
conbat power; OPSEC and variations in tactics and nethods of
operati on. 3’

W have seen so far how the President expertly exploited the
application of unexpected conbat power and speed in decision naking at
the strategic level. W also see how Strategic Air Conmand failed to
exploit information sharing at the operational and tactical |evels of

war .
11



Literally interpreting the factors required for attaining
surprise, we are left with inconplete conditions for a strong
probability of success in the strategic realm Could C ausew tzi an
doctrine, witten nostly in the early 19'" Century, be no |onger
relevant in nodern tinmes? A former professor of strategy at the Naval
war Coll ege wote, “Strategic and operational surprise were transforned

"38  He contends

into realistic options by the Industrial Revolution
that Clausewitzian theory is tinelessly correct and that the present
age all ows added benefits such as concentration of strength at decisive
poi nts t hrough nodern advances firepower, nobility, and technol ogica
and doctrinal surprises.?® Strategic airpower exploits all of these
added benefits.

Ref erenci ng additional material concerning the principle of
surprise, Clausewitz goes on to include, “One nore observation needs to
be made, which goes to the very heart of the matter. Only the
conmander who inposes his will can take the enemy by surprise..."*°
This intangi ble aspect is nost intriguing. D d the Hanoi politburo
underesti mate President Nixon’s wll?

A glinpse into the mndset of President N xon concerning his
resolve to end the conflict using mlitary force can be seen in the
text of a nmenorandum sent to Henry Kissinger in May, 1972. Speaking of
the North Vietnanese governnent, Kissinger wote, “W have the power to
destroy his war naking capacity. The only question is whether we have
the will to use that power. What distinguishes ne from/[forner
Presi dent] Johnson is | have the will in spades.”*

North Vietnam m sread the situation. They underestinmated their

opponent’s will to use massive mlitary pressure, unseen prior to this
12



point in the war, to achieve his political objectives. Hanoi was
surprised in spite of the plethora of information it possessed
concerning the Anmerican public, Congressional opinion, |ocation of
troop concentration, and know edge of |ikely target |ocation.*?
Concl usi on

Li nebacker Il was a success. The operation stands as a classic
exanple of using mlitary neans to achieve political ends. The massive
B-52 aerial bonbardnment shocked the eneny with its unrelenting and
overwhel m ng force causing Hanoi to capitulate in just el even days.
US mlitary |leaders were ecstatic at finally being enpowered to
correctly enploy offensive airpower as they had envisioned since the
war's inception. General Mmyer, who conmanded the Seventh Air Force
in Vietnam contended, “For the first time, B-52"s were used in |arge
nunbers to bring the full weight of airpower to bear. Wat airnmen had
| ong advocated as the proper enploynent of airpower was now the
President’s strategy.”*® At a 1978 Air Force Acadeny symposium
addressi ng the Li nebacker canpaign, CGeneral Curtis LeMay argued that it
was “politically imoral” to use |l ess force than necessary to achieve a
mlitary objective when adequate force was avail abl e.

QO hers disagree. To claimthat what seens to have worked in 1972
woul d have worked in 1965, thereby saving the U S years of anguish in
Vietnam is to ignore the strategic circunstances between the two
eras.*® The bonbings cost the United States fifteen B-52's, 92 airnmen,
and caused a torrent of both donmestic and international outrage and
condemation, driving N xon’s public approval rating down to an
unprecedented 39 percent.*® In addition, critics contend that the

“peace with honor” won by the Ni xon adm nistration was a hol | ow
13



agreenent. The mmj or issue over which the war had been fought, the
political future of South Vietnam was |eft to be resolved later in
1975 when the North violated the peace agreenent, this tinme with no
U.S. nmilitary response, and invaded South Vietnam *’

The detractors mss the point. W are anal yzing Linebacker Il as
a mlitary canpaign. President N xon clearly stated his political
objective [ends]. Strategic airpower providing the [ways] of achieving
this objective. Linebacker Il was the plan that provided the [neans]
by which mlitary power would be enployed. The final [cost] was a two
percent |l oss rate. The use of unrelenting and overwhel mi ng force
rapidly dom nated the battle space producing the synergistic effects of
“shock and awe” on Hanoi’s psyche. Wth the will of the people broken,
air defense systens depleted, and the governnent denoralized, the Paris
Accords were signed.
The Shocking Effects of Surprise in the 21 Century

Not many people forget where they were or what they were doing on
Septenber 11, 2001. Everyday citizens were nesnerized by horrific
i mges on television. Disbelieving and bew | dered faces stared at
tw sted carnage and snoki ng rubbl e wondering how an attack coul d happen
on U S soil. Oficials were unable to adequately explain the failure
of Government agencies to provide warning of the attack considering our
extensive Intelligence network. The diabolical cleverness of a smal
terrorist organization brought this great Nation to a standstill. The
ef fecti veness and achievability of surprise in the nodern era had been
dramati cal | y denonstr at ed.

We have all experienced surprise first hand. W can all speak

intelligently of the powerful effects of “shock and awe”.
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Gsana Bin Laden denonstrated cl assic C ausew tzian doctrine by
striking the United States at a tine and place, and in a manner for
which we were woefully unprepared. Bin Laden achi eved success wel |l out
of proportion to the effort expended by exploiting factors of surprise
| i ke OPSEC and deception. In short, Bin Laden gave us a “wake-up
call”.

The war fighter today will face challenges in unforeseen arenas.
Terrorism asymmetric attack, and the devel opnent of Wapons of Mass
Destruction by non-stable governnents are a reality. U S. Forces wll
have to act, offensively or defensively, alnost instantaneously, with
unrel enting application of force. This will require an in-depth
knowl edge of self, adversary, and operating environnent. Operations

will inherently demand rapi d execution and control of the situation.?®

15



NOTES

'U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, Doctrine for Joint Operations.
Joint Pub 3-0. (Washington: U S. Joint Chiefs of Staff,
10 Sept enber 2001), A- 2.

Robert A. Pape, Bonbing to Wn: Air Power and Coercion in War
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press 1996), 202.

Dave Richard Pal mer, Summpbns of the Trunpet (San Raf ael
CA: Presidio Press, 1978), 259.

‘Ri chard Ni xon, No Mdre Vietnans (NY: Arbor House 1985),158.

®Carl von dauswitz, On War ed. by Mchael Howard, Peter Paret.
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1984), 198.

®Or. Harlan K. Ul nman and Wade, Dr Janes P, Rapi d Donm nance- A Force
for Al Seasons: Technol ogi es and Systens for Achi eving Shock and Awe:

A Real Revolution in Mlitary Affairs (London: Royal United Service
Institute for Defense Studies, 1998),vii.

‘Col Harry G Summers,Jr, On Strategy: A Critical Analysis
of The Vietnam War (NY: Dell Publishing 1982), 208.

8Stanl ey Karnow, Vietnam A History (NY: Penguin Books,
1984), 638.

°l bi d.

YHenry A. Kissinger, Wite House Years (Boston: Little, Brown and
Conpany, 1979), 1441. For nore discussion on the negotiations for
peace, including Saigon s objections, see Richard N xon, No Mre
Vietnans (NY: Arbor House 1985).

“As quoted in Earl H Tilford, SETUP. What the Air Force Did in
Vi et nam and Wy (Maxwel | AFB, AL: Air University Press, 1991), 252,
and Henry A. Kissinger, 1444,

“Henry A. Kissinger, 1446.

BJohn T. Smith, The Li nebacker Raids: The Bonbing of North
Vietnam 1972 (London: Arns and Arnour Press, 1998),118, and Richard
Ni xon, 157.

“Henry A. Kissinger, 1448.
BEarl H Tilford, 254.
°St anl ey Kar now, 667.

Y] bi d.
16



8As quoted in John T. Smith, 118.

YEarl H. Tilford, 254. A good synopsis of the entire Linebacker |
canpai gn can be found by this author in Encycl opedia of the Vietnam
War, vol. One, Linebacker I, Operations, 380.

2 Lewis Sorley, A Better War: The Unexanmi ned Victories and
Fi nal Tragedy of Anerica’ s Last Years in Vietnam (NY:
Har court Brace and Conpany, 1999), 355.

U ysses S. Grant Sharp, Strategy for Defeat: Vietnamin
Retrospect (San Rafael, CA: Presidio Press, 1978), 255.

ZEarl H. Tilford, 263.

Z@uenter Lewy, Anerica in Vietnam (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1978), 412.

%Ri chard Ni xon, 158.

“As quoted in Karl J Eschmann, Linebacker: The Untold Story of the
AirRai ds over North Vietnam (NY: 1vy Books, 1989), 213.

| bi d.

ZJohn T. Smth, 122.

| bid., 123.

#lbid., 131

®Earl H. Tilford, 262.
#John T. Smth, 138.

¥Karl J. Eschmann, 207-208.

¥Benjamn S. Lanbeth, The Transfornation of Anerican Air
Power (lthaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2000), 29.

¥Carl Von O ausew tz, 198.
*| bi d.

%John T. Smth, 160.
¥Joint Pub 3.0, A-2.

%M chael |.Handel, WMasters of War: Classical Strategic
Thought 3'd ed, (London: Frank Cass Publishers, 2001), 230.

17



¥| bi d.

“Carl Von O ausew tz, 200.

“"Henry A. Kissinger, 1199.

“Col . Harry G Summers, Jr., 213.
“l bid., 212.

“Ronal d Schaffer, Wngs of Judgnent: Anerican Bonbing in
Wrld War Il (NY: Oxford University Press, 1985), 212.

“Jeffrey Record, The Wong War: Wiy W Lost in Vietnam
(Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1998), 120.

“lbid., 121. In his witings, Smth quotes Ni xon's approval rating
at 29 percent. It was actually 39 percent.

“‘George C. Herring, Anerica s Longest War: The United States and
Vietnam 2™ ed. (NY: MGawH I, Inc., 1986),
255.

“Dr Harlan K Ul man, 1.

Bl BLI OGRAPHY

Clauswitz, Carl Von. On War. ed. by M chael Howard, Peter
Paret. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1984.

Eschmann, Karl J. Linebacker: The Untold Story of the Ar
Rai ds over North Vietnam NY: |vy Books, 1989.

Handel, M chael |I. Masters of War: Classical Strategic
Thought 34 ed. London: Frank Cass Publishers, 2001.

Herring, George C. Anerica’'s Longest War: The United States
and Vietnam 2" ed. NY: MGawHIl, Inc., 1986.

Karnow, Stanley. Vietnam A History. NY: Penguin Books,
1984.

Ki ssinger, Henry A. \Wite House Years. Boston: Little,
Brown and Conpany, 1979.

Lanbeth, Benjam n S. The Transformati on of American Air
Power. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2000.

18



Lewy, Guenter. Anerica in Vietham xford: Oxford
University Press, 1978.

Lung, Hoang Ngoc, Col. Strategy and Tactics. |ndochina
Monographs. Washington, DC. U S. Arny Center of
Mlitary Hstory, n.d.

Ni xon, Richard. No More Vietnans. NY: Arbor House, 1985.

Pal ner, Dave Richard. Summpbns of the Trunpet. San Rafael,
CA: Presidio Press, 1978.

Pape, Robert A. Bonbing to Wn: Air Power and Coercion in
War. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1996.

Record, Jeffrey. The Wong War: Wiy W Lost in Vietnam
Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 1998.

Schaffer, Ronald. Wngs of Judgnent: Anmerican Bonbing in
Wrld War 11. NY: Oxford University Press, 1985.

Sharp, Uysses S. Gant. Strategy for Defeat: Vietnamin
Retrospect. San Rafael, CA: Presidio Press, 1978.

Sigaud, Louis A. Air Power and Unification: Douhet’s
Principles of Warfare and Their Application to the United
States. Harrisburg, PA: The MIlitary Service Publishing
Co., 1949.

Smith, John T. The Linebacker Raids: The Bonbing of North
Vietnam 1972. London: Arns and Arnour Press, 1998.

Sorley, Lewis. A Better War: The Unexam ned Victories and
Final Tragedy of Anerica’s Last Years in Vietnam NY:
Har court Brace and Conpany, 1999.

Summers, Col Harry G, Jr. On Strategy: A Critical Analysis
of The Vietnam War. NY: Dell Publishing, 1982.

Tilford, Earl H. SETUP: What the Air Force Did in Vietnam
and Wiy. Maxwel|l AFB, AL: Air University Press, 1991

Ulman, Dr Harlan K and Dr Janmes P. Wade, Jr. Rapid
Dom nance- A Force for Al Seasons: Technol ogi es and

Systens for Achi eving Shock and Anwe: A Real Revol ution
in Mlitary Affairs. London: Royal United Service
Institute for Defense Studies, 1998.

19



U S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, Doctrine for Joint Operations.
Joint Pub 3-0. Washington: U S. Joint Chiefs of Staff,
10 Septenber 2001.

20



